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tv eliras, ti> Xeyeis, in the Answers of Jesus. 

PROF, J. HENRY THAYER. 

CAMBRIDGE, MASS. 

THE former phrase is the reply, according to Matthew, to the 
question of Judas at the Supper (ch. xxvi. 25) and to the adju- 
ration of the high-priest at the Trial (ibid. vs. 64). The latter is the 
response to Pilate, according to all four Evangelists (Matt, xxvii. 1 1 ; 
Mk. xv. 2 ; Lk. xxiii. 3 ; Jn. xviii. 37). 

This answer in both its forms has been understood by the great 
majority of modern interpreters to be a solemn and emphatic affir- 
mation. And the correctness of this interpretation is thought to be 
shewn by the fact that Mark's account (xiv. 62) of the scene before 
the Sanhedrin employs, instead of Matthew's 2i> ei7ras, the unequivo- 
cal words 'Eyw dfin J am. 

Where further corroboration of this interpretation is attempted, we 
are for the most part told, in general terms, that the like formula of 
affirmation occurs in the Greek and rabbinical writings. Even so 
careful a scholar as Fritzsche (C. F. A. on Matthew, p. 767) repeats 
this assertion, and refers to Schoettgen and Wetstein for vouchers. 

But the inadequacy of the supposed classical parallels adduced by 
Wetstein (on Matt. xxvi. 25) has been exposed by Liicke (on John, 
vol. ii., p. 741 n. 1 ) . Schoettgen (on Matt. xxvi. 25), however, appears x 
to bring forward two examples which seem at first to be quite to the 
point. To the question " Is the Rabbi dead?" the answer is given 
"Ye have said." But the two apparent quotations turn out to be 
slightly different forms of one and the same story, which is given by 
John Lightfoot in his Centuria Chorographica (ch. lxxxii.) — an essay 
on sundry memorable localities in the Holy Land prefixed to his 
Horae on Matthew published in 1658; and in 1674 is repeated by 
Wagenseil in his edition of the tract Sofa from the Jerusalem Talmud 

1 I say " appears," because an unwary reader may easily be misled into sup- 
posing that he has found two independent vouchers for the alleged interpretation. 
See, for example, E. B. Nicholson's note on Matt. xxvi. 25 in his New Commen- 
tary on the Gospel according to Matthew (London, 1881). 
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(p. 1001 sq. ; see tract. Kilaim, fol. 32, col. 2). The story relates 
to the famous Judah " Hakkodesh," who in the second century is 
reputed to have codified the Mishna. The substance of it, as I 
recast it from Wagenseil's Latin version, runs as follows : " When 
Rabbi Judah was on his dying bed and the fatal hour was at hand, 
the inhabitants of Sepphoris (where he dwelt) in an excess of sorrow 
spread abroad the saying, ' Whoever shall tell us that the Rabbi is 
dead we will slay.' Therefore, when he had breathed his last, the 
son of Kaphra betakes himself to them, with head covered and raiment 
torn, and addresses them as follows : ' Holy men and heavenly powers 
laid hold at the same time on the Tables of the Law, and each party 
endeavored to get possession of them ; but the heavenly powers pre- 
vailed, and they carried off the Tables.' Thereupon the citizens of 
Sepphoris inquire, ' Has Rabbi Judah fallen asleep ? ' The son of 
Kaphra replies, ' Ye have said.' Then they rent their robes," etc. 2 

Now so far is the phrase "Ye have said " from being in this instance 
a solemn formula of affirmation, that it evidently amounts to little 
more than an inoffensive acquiescence on Bar Kaphra's part in a 
thought which he, by his adroit symbolism, has led them to formulate 
interrogatively for themselves; and for which, as their subsequent 
conduct shows, they accept the responsibility. What affirmative force 
it has resides not so much in the phrase as in the circumstances of 
the case. 

It may be added that neither Wagenseil nor Lightfoot find an 
explanation of our formula in the son of Kaphra's words ; nor do 
Buxtorf or Meuschen, or any of the other Hebrew specialists I have 
consulted, attempt to shed light upon it from rabbinical sources. 
Nork, indeed, echoes Schoettgen's assertion that it was a solemn 
formula of assent among the Jews ; but he brings forward no other 
example. While Wtinsche, 3 after quoting the phrase from Matt, 
xxvi. 25, merely remarks: "To an ensnaring question, the Rabbins 
were wont to give an ambiguous answer." Pieritz, also, denies that 
the phrase is an affirmation, in his little book on The Gospels from 
the Rabbinical Point of View (Oxf. and Lond. 1873, p. 70 sq.). 4 

2 The story is also given in Schwab's French translation of the Talmud, vol. ii. 
p. 316 (Paris, 1878). 

8 Neue Beitrage zur Erl'duterung der Evangelien aus Talmud u. Midrasch 
(Gott. 1878), p. 329. 

4 It should be stated that the above paragraphs had been written before Rev. 
Mr. Pieritz's remarks on the phrase had been read. He explains Bar Kaphra's 
answer as due to the well-known desire to avoid words of ill omen. 
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The Greek Old Testament and Apocrypha seem not to contain 
the phrase or its equivalent ; and the early versions, from the nature 
of the case, furnish little or no aid in determining its meaning. The 
'EiprjKas, adduced by many from the Septuagint of Exod. x. 29, where 
it expresses the assent of Moses to Pharaoh's command that he see 
his face no more, and represents the Hebrew FHStt |3 (Lat. Ita 
fiet ut locutus es), affords at the most but a distant analogy to our 
formula. And that the "good confession" witnessed before Pontius 
Pilate, according to 1 Tim. vi. 13, should dictate the interpretation 
of the words of the Gospels, would probably not be seriously urged 
by any one. 

Failing thus to find unequivocal evidence that the phrase is always 
tantamount to a solemn and emphatic affirmation, let us turn to the 
internal indications respecting its meaning. These indications may 
separately seem slight, but their concurrence will bring us, I think, to 
our conclusion with considerable assurance. 

I. The first thing that strikes us is the uniform presence of the 
pronoun: 2u ('Y/x«s). The acknowledged propensity of the N. T. 
writers to employ what the literary taste would have regarded as a 
superfluity of pronouns does not account for it ; for in every instance 
the form of the question is such as to indicate that special signifi- 
cance of some sort attaches to the pronoun in the answer. 

1. The question of Judas "Is it I, Rabbi?" is nothing if not per- 
sonal. And the %s el™?, in reply, is no mere ' Yes ' ; but a ' Yes ' 
from the mouth of the questioner. ' Thine own lips have answered 
the question which thy suspicious conscience could not refrain from 
asking.' 

2. The pronoun, again, in the same phrase as it opens the response 
to the high priest's adjuration, is but the echo of the pronoun in that 
dignitary's official, perhaps contemptuous, question : " I adjure thee 
by the living God, that thou tell us whether thou be the Christ ? " 
" Thou hast said it." ' It is thy malignant craft that utters itself in 
the ensnaring question, though I cannot contradict it.' To the same 
purport are the pronouns in the slightly variant account of the inter- 
view given by Luke, where (it will be remembered) " all " are 
represented as asking the question and receiving the answer. 

3. And on the third occasion, at the interview with Pilate, where 
all four Evangelists disclose the Roman's scorn by the pronoun 
inserted in his inquiry "Art Thou the King of the Jews?" that scorn 
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rebounds, harmless, in the dignified self-respect of the answer, if we 
take it declaratively : "Thou sayest." 

But more probable here, as it seems to me, is the interrogative 
punctuation of Westcott and Hort's margin 6 : " Dost Thou say this ? " 
— ' abnegating thus thy proper official prerogatives, and making thy- 
self the mere mouth-piece of my malicious foes ? ' Or, as the Fourth 
Gospel explicitly puts it, " Sayest thou this of thyself, or did others 
tell it thee concerning me?" 

II. But there are stronger indications that these phrases are some- 
thing besides a simple, though solemn, affirmation, than those afforded 
by the ever-present pronoun. 

1. To look a little more closely at the interview with Pilate : To 
his reply to the first inquiry — as that interview is described by 
John (xviii. 33 sq.) — our Lord appends a statement concerning the 
unworldly nature of his kingdom ; and when Pilate catches at that 
last word and rejoins half ironically, " So then thou art a king after 
all?" Jesus answers, 2i> Ae'yeis on jjamXtfc «/xi (WH marg. ei/xt;). 
Now, assuming %v Aeyeis here to be simply an emphatic affirmation, 
viz. " I am," the following clause with on, if taken as objective, becomes 
meaningless : ' I am, that I am a king ' ; on the other hand, if taken 
as causal, the sentence becomes tautology : ' I am because I am a 
king.' 6 It seems clear, therefore, that the 2i> /Uyeis must be regarded 
as a non-committal response: "Thou sayest that I am a king"; 
unless we prefer again (with WH marg.) to take it interrogatively, 
" Dost thou say that I am a king? " 

The same conclusion holds, for substance, of the clause with on 
appended by Luke (xxii. 70) to the answer in the plural ('Y^.ets 
Xiyere), which, it will be recalled, is his form of the reply made to 
the Sanhedrin. 7 

6 So, too, the "Annotations" of the Westminster Assembly (1645), as an 
alternate. 

6 Of course this way of stating the case exaggerates somewhat the awkwardness 
of the affirmative interpretation, — as will become evident on substituting the 
simple 'Yes' for 'lam' at the beginning of the last sentence; the difficulty, 
nevertheless, is real. 

7 Should it be urged that the proper rendering of Hi X^yeis is "Thou sayest 
truly" so that the clause " that I am a king " is only an easy expansion of the 
thought, it may be answered that the natural Greek ellipsis is aird or touto, not 
aXijflus; and that the view we are opposing holds tsi V?eis to be a downright and 
unequivocal affirmative, i.q. ' Yes ' or ' I am,' — which is the actual reproduction 
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Indeed, so grave and obvious are the embarrassments occasioned 
by taking 6n either as that or because, that the proposal has even 
been made to write it here with the hypodiastole as the neuter of 
oo-m, and make it tantamount to oVep : " Ye say that which I am." 8 

2. Or turn to the Synoptic account of the examination before 
Pilate. Mark's (xv. 2 sq.) is so brief, you remember, as to seem 
almost meagre. The Sanhedrin " bound Jesus, and carried him away, 
and delivered him up to Pilate. And Pilate asked him, Art thou the 
King of the Jews ? And he answering saith unto him, Thou sayest. 
And the chief priests accused him of many things. And Pilate again 
asked him, saying, Answerest thou nothing ? behold how many things 
they accuse thee of. But Jesus no more answered anything ; inso- 
much that Pilate marvelled." Pilate, as the representative of Rome, 
naturally interests himself in the political aspect of the charge by 
which the Sanhedrin professed to have been moved to bring Jesus 
before him. That aspect is unequivocally presented by them, accord- 
ing to the narrative in Luke (xxiii. 1 sq.): "And the whole company 
of them rose up, and brought him before Pilate. And they began to 
accuse him, saying, We found this man perverting our nation, and 
forbidding to give tribute to Caesar, and saying that he himself is 
Christ a king " (or, according to the margin, " an anointed king"). If 
now the answer of Jesus, " Thou sayest," is " a strong affirmation, 
precisely equivalent to 'I am'" (Morison on Mark, I.e.), he stands 
before Pilate self-convicted of high treason. Yet the very next words 
in Luke are (vs. 4), "And Pilate said unto the chief priests and the 
multitudes, I find no fault in this man " ; while Mark represents him 
as making no account of the reply, but soon " asking again, ' Answer- 
est thou nothing?'" and as shortly afterwards thrice (see vs. 9, 
12, 14) interposing on his behalf. No wonder such conduct after 
such a confession — as it is commonly understood — perplexes the 
critics. 9 

of it in many free translations {e.g. Wakefield, Norton, Noyes). Hence, to slip in 
a "truly" after "Thou has said," etc., is in effect to beg the very point at issue; 
compare the first quotation from Theophylact given below. It is noteworthy, 
as illustrating the half-unconscious way in which the ' simple affirmation ' view is 
deserted under pressure from the context, that the translators just named, when 
they come to Lk. xxii. 70; Jn. xviii. 37, are constrained to resort to the rendering, 
"Ye say what is true [or "speak truly," etc.~\ for" [or "that"] etc. 

8 H. E. G. Paulus, Exegetisches Hanclbuch. Dritter Theil, p. 597. 

9 E.g. Weiss, Das Marcusevangelium, u.s.w., p. 485 ; especially Keim, Jesu von 
Nazara iii. 368 and n. 2 . 
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III. Not less evidently does the plumply affirmative acceptation 
of our phrase fail to meet the requirements of the context in the 
account of the arraignment before the Sanhedrin. On that occasion, 
the reply of Jesus to the high priest's formal question, is, according 
to Mark (as we have noticed), the direct and decisive acknowledg- 
ment : " I am ; and ye shall see the Son of man sitting at the right 
hand of power and coming with the clouds of heaven." According 
to Matthew (xxvi. 64), the answer runs, "Thou hast said : neverthe- 
less I say unto you, ' Henceforth ye shall see the Son of man,' " 
etc. Now this nevertheless (irk^v) makes the interpreters who take 
" Thou hast said " as synonymous with " I am," a deal of trouble. 
How to find place for any shade of adversative force puzzles them. 
In Mark there is nothing of the sort : " I am ; and ye shall see," etc. 
But let Matthew's phrase be taken as expressive only of such acqui- 
escence in the implied charge as the facts required, and all becomes 
easy. 10 ' That challenge by which thou wouldst make me criminate 
myself may pass. The malice in it is thine. But, setting that aside 
[i.e. " Nevertheless "], I declare to thee and those whose representa- 
tive thou art, that from this time on ye shall see the apocalyptic 
description of the Messiah becoming verified.' " The appropriation 
of this indubitable Messianic description on the part of Jesus 
removed all uncertainty about his claims, and in the judgment of his 
adversaries furnished the desired proof of blasphemy. 

It should be noticed that here again Westcott and Hort put an 
interrogative punctuation in their margin, though with less obvious 
appositeness than in the other cases. 

In short, the absence of any conclusive evidence that the formula 
we are considering was current as an unequivocal affirmation, and 
the embarrassments we encounter on attempting to apply it in that 
sense to the Biblical narratives warrant us, as it seems to me, in dis- 
carding that view of it. It seems to be far more naturally taken as 
equivalent to such phrases in our vernacular as "So you say," and 

10 It seems to have been an instinctive desire to preclude misapprehension that 
led the scribes, in the manuscripts A and 22 of the Gospels, to insert the words 
Sti iyib efyu after (Iras in verse 64. 

11 It is not denied thai philologically ir\^v is capable of being rendered " More- 
over " (Noyes, Darby, al.), " Besides" (Green, Twofold Netv Testament). But it 
seems to have been usually taken here in the later (cf. Buttmann, § 146, 2) 
adversative sense, from the Old Latin versions {uerum tamen) down to Weizsacker 
("Doch"). 
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the like. The context, the tone, the circumstances of the case, 
must determine its exact meaning in a given instance. As an answer 
to Judas, it is unquestionably an affirmation — and an admonition 
besides. As a reply to Pilate, it is non-committal, and indicates 
self-respecting reserve. 12 

This view of these formulas is not an innovation. I am not able 
to present a complete history of opinion respecting them ; but the 
view here advocated has had its representatives from early times 
down. 

For example, Origen. His testimony is contained, indeed, in that 
part of his Commentary on Matthew which is extant only in the 
Latin translation. But I know of no reason for distrusting it ; and it 
shews that Origen's knowledge of Hebrew was for him no impediment 
to taking the phrase according to the requirements of the context. 
In commenting on Christ's answer to the high priest he says (Opp., 
ed. Lommatzsch, v. 7) : 

" Non decebat Dominum nostrum ad adjurationem principis sacer- 
dotum respondere, quasi vim passum ab adjurante contra propriam 
voluntatem. Propter quod nee negavit se Christum Filium Dei esse, 
nee manifeste confessus est ; sed quasi ipsum testem accipiens adju- 
rantem, quoniam ipse est qui in interrogatione sacerdotis pronun- 
tiatus est Christus Filius Dei, dicens : ' Tu dixisti.' " 

And again (ibid. p. 8) : 

" Quia non erat dignus princeps ille sacerdotum Christi doctrina, 
propterea non eum docet, nee dicit ' quia ego sum ' ; sed, verbum 
oris ejus accipiens, in redargutionem ipsius convertit, dicens 'Tu 
dixisti,' ut eo modo videretur argui non doceri." 

Elsewhere, indeed (ibid. p. 31), when it suits the requirements of 
his exposition, he modifies his expressions somewhat ; without annul- 
ling, however, his recognition of the inherent ambiguity of the 
phrase : 

" Quod autem dixit ad principem sacerdotum ' Tu dixisti,' dubi- 
tationem ejus [i.e. "Tell us 'Whether thou be the Christ,'" etc.] 
oblique arguens copvincit ; et quod ait Pilato ' Tu dicis,' sententiam 
ejus pronuntiantis [i.e. " Art thou the King of the Jews "] confirmat." 

12 The " so " which Chelce and the Genevan version of 1557 (in Matt, xxvii. n, 
" Thou sayest so ") have inserted, seems to give a rendering preferable to the 
rather blind literalism of the early English versions, which even the Revisers of 
1 88 1 have perpetuated. 
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Victor of Antioch in the first quarter of the fifth century expresses 
himself as follows (on the answer to Pilate, Mk. xv. 2, in Maxima 
Bibliotheca Patrum iv. 411 C.) : 

" Tu dicis : usus est autem hoc responsi genere ne per absolutum 
silentium illorum calumniam confirmare videretur. Turn etiam ne 
per exquisitam criminum objectorum inficiationem aut depulsionem 
in timoris cuiuspiam suspicionem forte veniret." 

(Paschasius) Radbertus in the ninth century in his commentary on 
Matt. xxvi. 64 (ibid. xiv. 680 G.) : 

" Tu dixisti : ut nee videatur se negare quod erat Dei filius, ne 
mentiretur ; nee vult confiteri se esse in sermone, ne caperetur. 
Datur ergo ei similis responsio ut Pilato," etc. 

Again, p. 684 H. : 

"... ex obliquo eius arguens dubitationem satis prudenter con- 
vincit. In omnibus tamen sic suam temperat sententiam ut et verum 
dicat, et sermo eius calumniae non subjaceat." 

Theophylact (in the eleventh century) is very clear. On Mark 
xv. 2 he says (Migne, Patrol. Gr. exxiii. 664 C.) : 

"Epamjaajros Se tov IliXarou, 2i> ei 6 Ba.aiXeh's tu>v "IouSatW/ 6 
Kupios aiM<f>ij3oXov ajrOKpuriv SiSaxrt. To yap, 2i> Aeyeis, SiWrai vorjOrjvai 
on 'AXr/0S>i e«ras ' <rv ewras 6Vep £i/xt ' Switch Sc voyjdrjvai Kal owrtos, 
ort 'Eyco ov Xc'yai tovto, vv Se Ae'yeis. 

Again, on Lk. xxii. 70 (ibid. p. 1089 C.) to the same effect, he 
says : 

O Se /xe'o"a)S ira>5 Kal eipaij/iK<os a.7TOKjOtVerai ' Y/xets tovto Aeyere oti 
eyco ei/XL. 

Even Euthymius Zigabenus (or Zygadenus), who flourished early 
in the twelfth century, after recognizing the affirmative sense at 
Matt. xxvi. 64, says (on xxvii. 11): 

To 2xi Xeyeis, Kal to 2i> ei7ras, Kal to. toioxto, 6/ioAoyt'a Tts eorij/ 
a.vemXrjiTTO'i Kat /j,^<jT7j /j,^Tpio<jypoo-vvrjS- 

Among the expositors of the sixteenth century and first half of the 
seventeenth — as their views are exhibited in such collections as the 
Criiici Sacri and Poole's Synopsis — the affirmative interpretation is 
clearly predominant, being endorsed by such names as Erasmus, 
Beza, Flacius Illyricus, Ludvvig Cappellus, Piscator, Hugo Grotius. 
Indeed, the authority of Grotius, fortified as it was by Schoettgen 
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and Wetstein, seems to be largely responsible for the prevalence of 
this interpretation to the present hour. 

Noteworthy representatives of the other view, however, appeared 
from time to time, among whom may be mentioned the Roman 
Catholic scholar Franciscus Lucas (Brugensis), John Drusius, Dor- 
scheus (on Mark, p. 551), Isaac Casaubon, 13 Daniel Heinsius, the 
Secretary to the Synod of Dort, 14 and Theodore Haak, who issued 
the Annotations published by the authority of that Synod in 1637. 

Among the commentators of the present generation the unanimity 
of opinion in support of the affirmative interpretation is — if I may 
trust my impressions — quite unbroken on the Continent, while in 
England and this country a more or less marked shade of distrust 
once or twice appears {e.g. in Milligan and Moulton on Jn. xviii. 37 
in Schaff's "Popular Commentary," etc., p. 206; Farrar's note on 
Lk. xxii. 70 in the Cambridge Bible for Schools) . 

In Westcott, however, we have a noteworthy and weighty excep- 
tion. In his note on Jn. xviii. 37 he says explicitly: "The Lord 
neither definitely accepts nor rejects the title. He leaves the claim 
as Pilate had put it forward " (endorsed by F. A. Paley, 7%,? Gospel 
of St. John, etc., Lond. 1887, p. 144) . 15 



Since this paper was written there has come to my notice a 
" Note " on the phrase in question published by the Rev. S. J. 

13 In his note on Matt, xxvii. II, to be found on p. 391 of the Appendix to 
Novum Testamentum Graece, Genevae, 1587. 

14 Heinsius, in his Exercitationes Sacrae (ed. secunda, Cantabr. 1640, p. 115), 
quotes a Greek expositor whom I have not yet identified as follows : '0 8t 'Iijcrovs 
elwev avrt} 'Ei X^yeis, &Tr6icpi.ai.v Sois avr(p ao<pwT&Trjv • ovre yb.p eiirev, "On oiiK 
el/d ■ aire iriXiv, "On el/il • d\\& fitaws was etpy, SO Xiyeis. tovto yd,p Svvarcu 
Kal ovtw voridrjvai., "Qti elp.1 Ka0i>s X^yeis ■ Kal oi/rws, ' On iyii /xiv tovto oi \£yw, 
<rv dt W-yeis. Compare the language of Theophylact, as given above. 

13 Besides those who hold the phrase to be a formula of assent and affirmation 
there are some who are disposed to give it even a contemptuous tone, especially 
in the reply to the high priest, like that of the Latin ironical audio in the comic 
poets. As an exegetical curiosity, may be mentioned the explanation incidentally 
offered by De Quince'y in his Essay on Modern Superstition (Works, ed. Masson, 
viii. 418). He interprets the phrase by the popular belief of the time that com- 
binations, however blind and incongruous, were prophetic, and executed them- 
selves : " To connect, though but for denial or for mockery, the ideas of Jesus 
and the Messiah — as, for example, Art thou the Christ or the Anointed? — fur- 
nished an augury of their eventual coincidence. It was an argutnentum ad 
hominem and drawn from a popular faith." 
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Andrews, D.D., in the Journal of this Society for June, 1887, 
p. 90 sq. Dr. Andrews's Note was apparently occasioned by the 
comment of Pieritz referred to above, p. 41, and is in the main 
of an interrogative tenor ; but on several details I am happy to 
find myself in accord with the judgment of that careful scholar. 



